Abstract: Novice writers of research reports often assume that research methods are generally not mentioned in the Results section of a research paper. The extent to which such an assumption is well-founded can be determined by conducting a mixed-method genre-based study of data obtained from authentic research papers. Using both quantitative and qualitative techniques in a genre analysis of two corpora of Results sections in linguistic and educational research articles, the researcher has investigated the various ways in which research methods are mentioned or reiterated in the Results sections of research reports. The findings have shown that despite the significantly different frequencies of steps related to data collection procedures in the two disciplines, research methods are frequently incorporated in the Results section. What merits attention, however, is an important range of communicative functions and an interesting repertoire of linguistic choices that should be thoroughly studied in the preparation of teaching material aimed at enlightening learners on how research methods need to be described in presenting results. The findings of this study will demonstrate that teaching novice writers how to describe research methods while presenting certain results should in fact constitute an important component in an ESP programme intended to promote academic literacy.
INTRODUCTION
Teaching second language learners to prepare a wellwritten research report can be a challenging task, especially when it comes to the writing of the Results section, which is often the section that presents new findings of a study being reported. While much research has been conducted on the writing of the Introduction section [1] [2] [3] , the generic structure of the Results section [4] [5] [6] and that of the Discussion/Conclusion section [7, 8] , a detailed study that focuses on some essential and yet neglected aspects of the Results section has yet to be carried out. One of these aspects which form a dearth in past research has to do with the interdisciplinary and inter-procedural differences (i.e., differences between articles using different research procedures) in the occurrences of certain communicative functions, particularly 'describing research conditions'. These rhetorical functions are important in ESP courses offered at tertiary level and need to be studied in sufficient detail in our attempt to develop learners' academic literacy.
'Describing research conditions' is generally understood as a reiteration or description of the research methods or procedures employed in obtaining research results. In this text segment, writers of articles refer to some research procedures which are usually described in the preceding Method/s section while presenting their findings in the Results section. Although it is not surprising that research procedures are usually delineated in the Method/s section of a research *Address correspondence to this author at the Centre for the Promotion of Knowledge and Language Learning, Malaysian University of Sabah, Malaysia; E-mail: drjasonlim@gmail.com report, their occurrences in the Results section can at times be disputed. In some teaching materials intended for novice writers of research reports, scant attention has been paid to the description of research procedures in the Results section. Weissberg and Buker [9] , for example, presented only three basic elements of information in the Results section of a research report, which are (i) statements that locate the figures where results can be found, (ii) those which present the most important findings, and (iii) other statements commenting on the results. Only in an exercise that required an identification of information elements did they instruct learners to find out a type of information, namely 'research procedure', which was not listed as one of the main types of information in the Results section.
Similarly, Nwogu [10] considers 'indicating consistent observations' and 'indicating inconsistent observations' as two major rhetorical moves in medical Results sections without highlighting the significance of research procedures in the presentation of results. The lack of emphasis on the description of research methods or procedures is questionable because other studies [4] [5] [6] 11] have considered research procedure/s as an important rhetorical category in the Results section. To a certain extent, it may be argued that the identification of research procedure/s as a communicative function might partly be due to the fact that some researchers [5, 11] adopted Brett's [4] model and viewed a 'procedural (step)' as a 'presentation category' in their corpora of computing and medical research results. However, Lim's [6] study of management research results has shown that 'describing research conditions' is a pivotal category given that it can be found in all the management articles in his corpus.
Even though it is a general phenomenon that research methods, which are usually mentioned in the Method section of a management research report, can be reiterated in the Results section, we are uncertain as to whether the same phenomenon is prevalent in some fields, such as the teaching of English as a second language (TESL), an area of interest for a considerably large number of undergraduate and postgraduate students in the university where the researcher is teaching. As TESL research papers are often published in research journals associated with either applied linguistics or education, it is necessary for TESL researchers to be aware of the conditions and requirements expected by the two related discourse communities.
Given the rationale for studying the Results sections in these two inter-related fields, this paper focuses on one major communicative function, namely 'describing research conditions' and will attempt to identify the constituent steps involved in this major rhetorical function. A detailed analysis of the linguistic resources used in each of these steps has been conducted to demonstrate how writers in applied linguistics and education fulfil the need to describe research conditions in the reporting of results.
Given the scope for this study, three research questions pertaining to the purpose of this study have been formulated as follows:
1.
What are the rhetorical steps used in describing research conditions in the Results sections of research reports in applied linguistics and education?
2.
Are there any significant inter-disciplinary and interprocedural differences in the frequencies of the rhetorical steps of 'describing research conditions' in linguistic and educational Results sections written based on quantitative, qualitative and mixed-method research procedures? (Note: The term 'linguistic Results sections' in this paper refers to those in the discipline of applied linguistics and not theoretical linguistics.)
3.
What are the linguistic resources used in each of the rhetorical steps in 'describing research conditions'?
On the basis of these three research questions, attempts will be made to discuss the results by focusing on the linkage between the functions of the steps and the linguistic resources used to fulfil them. Subsequently, the pedagogical relevance of studying these steps in 'describing research conditions' will be discussed in the final section of this paper.
RESEARCH PROCEDURES Sampling Procedure
On the basis of the research questions, the sampling procedure used in this study will be described. In this mixedmethod study that focuses on the description of research conditions in the presentation of findings, a total of 30 Results sections were obtained from six established international refereed journals. While 15 Results sections (i.e. RSs 1 through 15) were extracted from three high-status linguistic journals, namely TESOL Quarterly, English for Specific Purposes and Applied Linguistics, the remaining 15 RSs (i.e. RSs 16 through 30) were taken from reputed educational journals, which are Educational Research, International Journal of Educational Research and Studies in Educational Evaluation. This means that five articles were obtained from each of the six international refereed journals. The selection of 30 articles is considered adequate for a detailed analysis in that the focus of the present study is on investigating relationships between linguistic resources and rhetorical functions of describing research conditions, rather than merely a statistical count of linguistic features or a quantitative record of the frequencies of individual steps. All the research articles were chosen using the guiding principle that each article should contain all the four major sections, which are the Introduction, Method/s, Results and Discussion sections. Using this principle of selection is essential in that this study focuses on the description of research conditions in the Results section instead of other sections. Hence, articles that do not consist of one of the four sections, such as the Method section, were not included in the selection.
Certain principles underlying the collection of data were observed in an attempt to (i) avoid biases in the selection procedure, and (ii) provide adequate data in the sample to be analysed. The sources and texts were systematically selected to ensure a representative sample of the language used by members of the academic profession. Articles from the journals were chosen in a purposive manner by considering the subfields in which they could be placed. To be specific, no more than one article was selected from each issue, and no more than two articles related to the same subject area were selected in the ten issues in each discipline. The two corpora consisted of 30 research articles (N = 30) contain the same number of linguistic research reports (N L = 15) and educational research reports (N E = 15), with five articles representing each of the six journals concerned. The papers in each discipline were selected to ensure that the subject matter covered by the articles would exhibit a wide range of topic areas and linguistic choices. Two quantitative research reports, two qualitative papers, and one mixed-method research report were chosen from each journal in order to reflect the existence of a prevalent range of research procedures in each discipline. One (instead of two) mixed-method articles from each journal was selected because papers that clearly exhibit a mixture of research procedures were comparatively rarer than those which were exclusively qualitative or mainly quantitative.
With respect to the research procedures used in the 30 research papers, the criteria employed in differentiating quantitative from qualitative studies were based on the major features of research designs discussed by Gay, Mills and Airasian [12] who have distinguished between (i) qualitative studies that adopt an inductive approach, focus on interpreting participants' perspectives, describe and explain relationships, allow a specific focus to emerge while the research progresses, and emphasise the purposeful selection of participants or samples based on researchers' articulateness and experience in the research circumstances, and (ii) quantitative research that uses an deductive approach, focus on objective reality which is to be discovered, establish causeeffect relationships, identify hypotheses to be tested, and stress selection of participants at random. Tables 1 through 3 provide an overview of the procedures and purposes. • To explore the relationship between L1 and L2 reading strategy use and affective factors.
• A qualitative study of four readers of two languages.
RS 2:
Ko, Schallert, & Walters (2003)*
• To investigate what differentiated (i) higher quality negotiation-of meaning (NOM) interactions from (ii) low quality NOM interactions, and their consequences in a story-telling task.
• A largely qualitative study of 21 participants involved in retelling stories.
RS 3:
Nassaji (2003) • To identify the 21 ESL learners' strategies and knowledge sources in second language inferencing and their success rates.
• A quantitative analysis based on a survey and inferential statistics.
RS 4:
Liu (2004) • To investigate the role of comic strips on the reading comprehension performance of ESL learners' (divided into four treatment groups with high and low intermediate proficiency levels, each of which consists of 13 or 14 students selected randomly from a population.
• A quantitative analysis based on a 2x2x2 factorial experimental design and using inferential statistics.
RS 5:
Lamb (2007) • To track changes in Indonesian adolescents' learning activity and motivation toward learning English over the first 20 months of junior high school, and to identify internal and external factors which might be related to the changes.
• A mixed method study involving both quantitative (using inferential statistics) and qualitative research techniques. • To compare three culturally distinct groups of undergraduates (with four or five students in each group) interacting with course content by using five informational operations (i.e., extraction, manipulation, manipulation and display) to achieve academically.
English for Specific Purposes
• A largely qualitative naturalistic study.
RS 7:
Ching (2002) • To find out whether strategy and self-regulation instruction would help learners plan and revise their essays and whether the related knowledge and ability would improve students' attribution, self-efficacy and self determination.
• A mixed-method descriptive study (not based on non-inferential statistics).
RS 8:

Hewings & Hewings (2002)
• To compare two the use of the anticipatory 'it' and extraposed subject. in two computerised corpora of academic texts (i.e., dissertations and journal articles).
• A descriptive quantitative corpus-based study .
RS 9:
Zhu (2002)*
• To investigate the overall purpose, specific tasks, structural elements of the expected written product, cognitive skills and rhetorical modes.
• A largely qualitative study of documents.
RS 10:
Fuertes-Olivera & Go´mez-Martı´nez (2004)
• To study factors affecting L2 learning second language learning.
• A quantitative (experimental) study involving inferential statistics. • To investigate (i) whether requests (which are pragmatically equivalent) reflect the same degree of speaker certainty in the likelihood of hearer compliance in English and Spanish, (ii) whether there is a relationship between the degrees of certainty and the use/non-use of standard conventionally indirect requests, and (iii) whether there is a relationship between requester's certainty levels and their internal mitigation of their requests.
• A mixed-method exploratory empirical study involving 23 Spaniards and 32 Britons aged 18-24. • To investigate the relationship between language play and language learning by focusing on children's language play in spontaneous classroom conversations.
• A qualitative study of multiparty talk.
RS 13: Ellis (2006)
• To (i) determine whether there are grammatical structures that are easy in terms of implicit knowledge but difficult in terms of explicit knowledge, and vice versa, and (ii) to investigate the extent to which implicit/explicit knowledge of specific grammatical features and structures is related to general L2 proficiency.
• A quantitative (correlational) study of the differential contributions of implicit and explicit knowledge of 220 L2 learners. • To investigate the practices and beliefs of nine doctoral science students at a major university in China regarding 'language reuse' (the taking of others' words) in writing for publication in English.
• A qualitative study of issues, theoretical perspectives, and methodologies related to the beliefs and practices of students writing for international publication.
Educational Research
RS 16:
Yumuk (2002) • To evaluate the effectiveness of a translation programme for third-year students taking a programme search-based programme on the Internet by (i) comparing learners' pre-course and postcourse responses and performance, and (ii) considering how it could encourage learners to engage in more autonomous learning.
• A largely quantitative study (based partly on inferential statistics). • To describe and investigate the induction and integration of three novice teachers in their schools and explore the emotional and social factors influence the processes.
• A inductive qualitative analysis of novice teachers' based on the generation of themes including (i) reception at school, (ii) involvement with principal and the teaching staff, (iii) communications with pupils, and (iv) developing attitude towards the profession and work.
RS 18:
Colley & Comber (2003).
• To examine possible changes in the computer use, experience and attitudes of 364 students aged 11-12 years and 575 students aged 15-16 years, focusing on considering age and gender differences.
• A quantitative study based on a survey (involving inferential statistics).
RS 19:
Edwards & Ruthven (2003).
• To explore young people's perceptions of the mathematics involved in five everyday activities, focusing on (i) processes involved and skills required in each mathematical activity, and (ii) pupils' ideas about the people associated with each activity.
• A qualitative study based on 22 interviews with young people from different socio-cultural backgrounds. • To compare the responses provided by a cohort of 21 geography postgraduate students with those of 40 science students.
• A mixed method study (involving inferential statistics) of postgraduate student teachers' perceptions of sustainable development. • To (i) compare children's self-esteem, perceived competence, negative perfectionism and beliefs of peer acceptance, temperament-based factors, and socio-emotional adjustment of underachieving and non-achieving elementary school children, and (ii) determine whether children's perceptions of parental support act as a protective factor promoting positive self self-perceptions and socio-emotional adjustment.
• A quantitative (correlational) study of self-perceptions, temperament, socio-emotional adjustment and the perceptions of parental support.
RS 22:
• To compare the influence of three different writing programs (one which focused on writing strategies and skills, the second on training writing strategies and reflexive practices, and the third on training writing skills using motivational strategies) to determine whether self-efficacy beliefs and attitudes towards writing (as constructs) could be more enhanced.
• A qualitative (experimental) study with three treatment groups involving 191 5 th and 6 th grade students, aged 10-13, with learning disabilities and low achievement. • To determine (i) how sociomathematical norms are constructed, and (ii) their role in a beneficial context where students (in two third-grade classes, each of which has 17 students) are actively engaged in problem solving during whole-class discussions.
• A qualitative interpretative study of the sociomathematical norms and the regulation of problem solving.
RS 24:
Miell & Littleton (2008) • To explore the ways in which the band members collectively develop and evaluate their musical 'works in progress'.
• A qualitative study of a series of band rehearsals involving five young people preparing new songs and developing existing sets. • To examine (i) the kind of motivations and task-specific goals that individual students have in face-to face conditions (n = 58) and virtual settings (n = 41), and (ii) the ways in which they combined their motivations as a group in socially shared learning.
• A mixed-method experimental study (involving inferential statistics) of the dynamics of motivation in socially shared learning from both individual and group practices.
Rhetorical Categories and Linguistic Mechanisms in Describing Research Conditions
The Open Applied Linguistics Journal, 2009, Volume 2 71 ( • To evaluate the Olympic educational programme through interviews with 55 semi-structured interviews (which provided depths through question probes that expand the respondents' responses) conducted with primary and secondary school principals selected through analogical stratified sampling.
• A qualitative study of factors related to educational evaluation.
RS 28:
Orsmond et al. (2006) .
• To (i) identify factors influencing 33 undergraduate students (who had constructed scientific posters) while approaching an assessed assignment, and (ii) how these factors changed during the course of a biology poster assessment.
• A mixed-method study of changes in the use of learning outcomes and distractions. • To investigate (i) the direct and indirect influences of students' perceptions of the authenticity of five assessment characteristics on their study approach and learning outcomes, and (ii) the impact of perception of alignment between assessment and instruction on the study approach and learning outcome.
• A quantitative study of the relations between student perceptions of assessment authenticity, and alignment of study approaches and learning outcomes.
R30:
Hailikari et al.
• To (i) develop a prior knowledge assessment instrument that differentiates between various components of prior knowledge which can be assessed by a range of assessment measures, and (ii) explore how prior knowledge is related to student achievement in a university mathematics course.
• A quantitative exploratory investigation into ways of assessing prior knowledge, its components and their relation to student achievement.
Procedure for Rhetorical and Linguistic Analysis
Using the corpora described above, the researcher studied the articles in terms of subsections, paragraphs, moves and steps, and attempts were first made to distinguish the various rhetorical moves in the texts concerned. Attention was focused on the linguistic characteristics of 'describing research conditions', which has been found to be a major rhetorical move in some previous studies on the Results sections in medical research reports [4, 5] , computing RAs [11] and management papers [6] .
To look into the descriptions of research conditions, attention was first focused on segments of the Results sections which were not associated with a direct presentation of findings. This was done to ensure that attempts could be made to identify whether research conditions were described in separate sentences and matrix clauses in such a way that the communicative function became a rhetorical move by itself. Functional and boundary indicators that were useful in dividing one communicative function from another were also employed to distinguish the descriptions of research methods from other rhetorical segments. More specifically, each Results section was chunked into smaller units with reference to (i) linguistic clues (used in texts to indicate internal boundaries), and (ii) more obvious markers like typographical features [13] [14] [15] . Subsequently, attention was directed to descriptions of research conditions in subordinate clauses, because such descriptions, if any, would generally be embedded in segments containing other communicative functions.
As the objective of this paper was on the descriptions of research conditions in the Results sections of linguistic and educational papers, only constituent steps connected with such descriptions would be explained and compared in terms of frequencies of occurrence. The two corpora were then compared using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences Version 16.0 with reference to the numbers of occurrences and central tendencies. The Mann-Whitney U-Tests were used to (i) conduct inter-disciplinary and quantitativequalitative comparisons in terms of the numbers of occurrences of each procedural step across disciplines. KruskalWallis H-tests were used to carry out inter-procedural comparisons (i.e., comparison of the frequencies of occurrences of each step in terms of the types of research procedures used, including quantitative, qualitative, and mixed-method research procedures). The two non-parametric tests were required because (i) the numbers of occurrences were not normally distributed in this study (as the normality in each case could be checked by referring to their respective histograms using SPSS [16] ), (ii) the selection of the articles was purposeful rather than random in the present research, and (iii) the comparisons involved an independent nominal or categorical variable (i.e., discipline or type of procedure/s) and a dependent ratio variable (i.e., number of occurrences of each procedural step) which could have a true zero value [17] [18] [19] .
After the rhetorical function of 'describing research conditions' had been identified, a linguistic analysis was carried out by considering the syntactic structures used repeatedly in the sample. Lexical choices employed to perform related or similar functions were also recorded and compared with one another in order to identify the regular patterns in lexical usage for describing research conditions. The analysis of the salient linguistic features was conducted with reference to the descriptions of English usage presented by Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech and Svartvik [20] , Greenbaum and Quirk [21] and Lim [22, 23] . The linguistic analysis is essential in that it may provide useful information on the linguistic Step 1:
Relating Data Collection Procedure/s
Step 2:
Justifying Data Collection Procedure/s
Step 3:
Recounting Data Analysis Procedure/s
Step 4: Step 1:
Step choices that need to be highlighted in preparing teaching materials suited to the needs of novice writers in their attempt to write the section concerned in a research report [24] .
RESULTS
Using the methods described above, the researcher has found that 'describing research conditions' is a rhetorical move that may be accomplished in four different ways in the Results section. All the constituent steps taken are closely associated with the delineation of the research circumstances under which the results were obtained. It is in this move that important information is furnished to help readers understand the conditions in which different sets of results were obtained. When it is described in a matrix clause or separate sentence, it constitutes one of the steps of 'describing research conditions'; however, it may also be embedded in another rhetorical move called 'presenting findings' when it merely appears as a phrase or subordinate clause that forms part of a matrix clause that presents a research result. The preparatory steps (before the presentation of findings) used in describing research methods in the Results sections are vital in providing a rationale behind the writers' attempt to collect and analyse the results. Table 4 indicates the distribution of the rhetorical steps in 'describing research conditions' in the corpora of research papers in the two disciplines. It shows that a total of 98 occurrences of procedural categories have been identified in the two corpora. Interestingly, 63.30% (62/98) of the occurrences of steps 1-4 have been found in the linguistic corpus of Results sections whereas merely 36.7% (36/98) of the procedural steps appear in the educational corpus. The lower incidence of steps 1-4 in the educational Results sections may partly be ascribed to the likelihood that educational research reporters prefer to describe research conditions only in the preceding Method section/s. According to the results of the Mann-Whitney U-test (see Table 5 ), the asymptotic value for the occurrences of the four steps across the two disciplines is 0.324, thus showing that the inter-disciplinary difference is still not significant in the overall occurrences of the steps in the Results sections.
Of the 62 occurrences of steps 1-4 in linguistic Results sections, 50.0% (31/62) have been found in mixed-method research papers which merely constitute 20% of all the linguistic Results sections. Nonetheless, as the p-value for the quantitative-qualitative comparison of linguistic Results sections (as shown in Table 5 ) is 0.081 (p.>0.05), the quantitative-qualitative difference in the occurrence of these four steps is still not significant.
Similarly, of the 36 occurrences of steps 1-4 in the educational Results sections, 44.4% (16/36) appear in quantitative Results sections. On the whole, about the same proportions, which are 42.9% (42/98) and 43.9% (43/98) of steps 1-4 appear in the quantitative and mixed-method Results sections respectively in the two corpora whereas merely 13.3% (13/98) of such occurrences appear in the qualitative Results sections (that constitute 40% of the all the Results sections in both corpora). Given that the p-value for the quantitativequalitative comparison of all steps in educational Results sections (see Table 5 ) is 0.668 (p>0.05), the quantitativequalitative difference is also not significant. The data have provided evidence showing that even though the Results sections based on quantitative and mixed-method research procedures in each corpus are slightly more inclined (than those based on qualitative research methods) to incorporate procedural steps, the difference is not significant enough.
With regard to the Kruskal-Wallis H-Test results (as shown in Table 6 ), it needs to be pointed out that the asymptotic value of 0.006 for Step 3 in the linguistic corpus is much lower than the cut-off point of 0.05, thus illustrating that that there is a significant inter-procedural difference in regard to the frequencies of 'recounting data analysis procedures', which is obviously frequent in qualitative and mixedmethod studies but completely absent in qualitative linguistic Results sections. A significant difference has also been recorded for steps 1-4 in linguistic RSs alone (p=0.017), but not in educational RSs (p=0.505). All other p-values obtained for the comparisons of occurrences across three research procedures (i.e., quantitative, qualitative, and mixedmethod research procedures) in the each corpus are more than 0.05 for each step, thus showing that there are no other significant inter-procedural differences in each discipline. However, when both disciplines are considered as a whole, the asymptotic values for step 3 and steps 1-4 are 0.001 and 0.017 respectively (both being less than 0.05), thus showing that there are significant inter-procedural differences for step 3 and steps 1-4.
On the one hand, 66.7% (10/15) of the linguistic Results sections incorporate at least one form of procedural steps, and four of the five linguistic Results sections that are void of procedural steps are papers based on qualitative research procedures. On the other hand, 53.3% (8/15) of the educational Results sections contain procedural steps and they comprise those using quantitative, qualitative and mixedmethod research procedures. Detailed explanations on each of the four procedural steps, their frequencies of occurrence and respective linguistic mechanisms will be presented in the ensuing subsections.
Step 1: Relating Data Collection Procedure/s Research conditions can be described by first relating the procedures employed in collecting the data from (i) a set of respondents and/or a database in both linguistic and educational research papers, or (ii) a corpus of papers in applied linguistics. Despite the fact that writers of research papers in applied linguistics are expected to present findings in the Results section, it is interesting to note that findings may often be preceded or interspersed by procedures for data collection, which in fact, enlighten the readership on the conditions in which the results were obtained. Even though this Being a procedural category in the Results section, step 1 is more prevalent in the Results sections of linguistic research articles, as 40% (6/15) of the linguistic RSs include it while only 20% (3/15) of the educational RSs incorporate this step. In terms of frequencies, 66.7% (18/27) of the occurrences of this step are found in the linguistic Results sections whereas merely 33.3% (9/27) of them appear in the educational corpus. Nonetheless, the p-value for the interdisciplinary comparison of occurrences for Step 1 (using the Mann-Whitney U-test) is 0.317 (see Table 5 ), thus showing that the inter-disciplinary difference in terms of the frequencies is not significant. Likewise, the quantitative-qualitative comparison (see Table 5 ) and inter-procedural comparison (see Table 6 ) have yielded p-values which are all more than 0.05, thus showing that there are no significant quantitativequalitative and inter-procedural differences in the occurrences of step 2. On the whole, merely 30% (i.e., 9/30) of the papers in the two corpora incorporate descriptions of data collection procedures in their Results sections. The communicative functions of this step and their linguistic mechanisms are discussed as follows.
(i) Describing the Research Instrument
The communicative function involved in 'relating data collection procedure/s' can be accomplished through a description of the research instrument employed. The instrument may be described with reference to (i) the research tools used, such as questionnaires and think-aloud protocols, and (ii) methods of measurement involved in designing the instrument in both disciplines. The following instances show how an instrument is described before findings are presented.
1.
Questions 2-6 of the pre-post questionnaire were on self-efficacy. Self-efficacy affects students' belief in their ability to succeed in a task. Factors that would affect self-efficacy would be their feeling about writing (question 2), the challenges they faced when writing (question 3)… (RS 7: 282).
2.
Questions 11 and 12 asked students to assess their learning progress. (RS 16: 147).
While the aforementioned examples illustrate that noun phrases referring to the items or parts used in the instrument (e.g., 'questionnaire', 'question 2', 'questions', etc.) constitute a salient feature of step 1, research procedures may be described through a more detailed delineation of the ways in which variables are measured using the items included in the instrument as shown below:
3.
To determine the degree to which learners were successful at inferencing, I and an experienced nativeEnglish-speaking teacher independently rated their responses to each of the unknown words using a 3-point scale (2 = successful, 1= partially successful, 0 = unsuccessful). (RS 3: 653).
4.
I defined strategies as conscious cognitive or metacognitive activities that the learner used to gain control over or understand the problem without any explicit appeal to any knowledge source as assistance…(RS 3: 655).
5.
Strategies can, in fact, often be broken down to a number of informational operations designed to accomplish a specific task such as learning or completing an assignment … (RS 6: 55).
The examples above show that writers describe the instruments concerned by referring to parts of the data collection procedures that deal with how variables have been measured. This explains why definitions of variables become a prerequisite for the measurement. This sub-step that focuses on the measurement of a variable is characterised by means adjunct indicating divisions (e.g., 'using a 3-point Liker scale') or verbs indicating differentiation or categorisation (e.g., 'defined', 'can be broken into', etc.) given that writers need to inform the readership of the ways in which the instrument was used to measure each variable while collecting the data.
(ii) Indicating Steps in Data Collection
This is a more prominent sub-step in which the focus is not exclusively on the description of the instrument, but on the steps taken chronologically as shown below:
6.
We turned next to the NOM sessions that occurred between the two storytellings to determine whether and how these sessions might have contributed to the quality of the retellings. (RS 2: 312)
7.
To determine the different types of strategies and knowledge sources learners used, I had all the introspective think-aloud protocols initially transcribed verbatim before being carefully examined and coded twice, once by me and then by a colleague. ( The instances illustrate that investigative verbs (e.g., determine', 'identified') or procedural verbs in the past tense (e.g., 'turned', 'had…transcribed', 'examined', 'were identified', 'recorded', etc.) are frequently used in describing conditions pertaining to the data collection procedures. Even though these steps do not form part of the findings, they provide a lead that shows readers a set of results collected under the circumstances involved. As these steps are described, lexemes indicating stages of development or transition (e.g., 'began', 'turned', 'next', etc.) also become a salient feature of this rhetorical step in linguistic research papers. More distinctly, this sub-step involves the use of interactive verbs as shown below:
9.
At the end of the research period, pupils were again asked to report how often they used English in outof-school activities. (R2 5: 765)*.
10.
Although the students were requested to ''work together'' to solve the problem, each member had an individual worksheet on which he or she was asked to record the procedures carried out jointly or individually. (RS 23: 260)*.
Given that this sub-step involves interactions between researchers and respondents, instructional verb phrases (e.g., 'were asked', 'were requested', 'was asked', etc.) are often used to distinguish it from other rhetorical categories. A more prominent characteristic of this sub-step has to do with the use of temporal adverbials indicating the timing of the data collection procedures. As shown in Table 7 , the temporal adverbials are either temporal adjuncts or temporal adverbial clauses beginning with temporal conjunctions or prepositions (e.g., 'during', 'before', after', etc.) whereas the main clauses usually consist of procedural verbs in the past simple tense referring to actions taken in collecting the data.
Step 2: Justifying Data Collection Procedure/s
Related to the statement of data collection procedure/s above is the justification of a set of procedures which may appear in the form of a separate sentence constituting the step. 'Justifying data collection procedure/s' is rarely found in the Results sections of both disciplines, as 13.3% (2/15) of the linguistic Results sections include it while only 6.7% (1/15) of the educational Results sections incorporate this step. It is therefore understandable that the p-value for the inter-disciplinary comparison of occurrences for Step 2 (using the Mann-Whitney U-test) is 0.550 (as shown in Table  5 ), thus indicating that there is no significant difference in terms of cross-disciplinary comparison of step 2. Likewise, the quantitative-qualitative comparison (see Table 5 ) and inter-procedural comparison (see Table 6 ) have yielded pvalues which are all more than 0.05, thus showing that there are no significant quantitative-qualitative and interprocedural differences in the occurrences of step 2.
These procedures may be justified with the intention of raising the readers' confidence in the validity and acceptability of the results to be presented. Examples of such justifications are given as follows:
11.
Because it was possible to arrive at a completely accurate semantic meaning of a word and yet associate the word with a wrong syntactic category (Gass, 1999), for rating purposes, we classified responses that were semantically appropriate but syntactically deviant, or vice versa, as partially successful. In order not to underestimate learners' success, if the meaning or the definition they provided made sense in the context but when judged out of context was not the meaning of the word, we still considered the response partially successful... (RS 3: 652).
12.
The advantage in such a breakdown is that it shows how outlines in which the student marks implicit connections -that is, uses manipulation -are qualitatively different from those in which the student simply extracts the connections that were already indicated in a source… (RS 6: 55).
13.
Due to the alignment of learning activities, assessment and learning outcomes it was considered important in outcomes-based assessment to have some indication of whether students were aware of the module learning outcomes..
. (RS 28: 271).
The examples given above show that before findings are presented, the data collection procedures may be justified first by using reason or purpose adjuncts (e.g., 'Because it was possible to arrive at a completely accurate semantic meaning of a word and yet associate the word with a wrong syntactic category', 'In order not to underestimate learners' success', 'Due to the alignment of learning activities, assessment and learning outcomes', etc.) to show that the writers have been prudent enough to take note of some possible occurrences in data collection which might have inadvertently affected the acceptability of the results. Writers may (i) highlight the linkage between a variable to be measured and other related variables, or (ii) resort to past researchers' supportive statements in order to convince readers into accepting their procedure for collecting the data (e.g., categorising the responses). It is therefore understandable that lexemes and phrasal combinations carrying positive connotations (e.g., 'completely accurate', 'advantage', 'important', etc.).
The instances given below illustrate more distinctly the justification of a data collection procedure:
14.
During initial rating, we obtained an interrrater agreement of 94%. We then resolved disagreements through subsequent discussion to reach 100% interrater agreement on all items. (RS 3: 652).
15.
However, the initial set of responses was reexamined in view of some participants' indications during the reading and retrospective interviews…(RS 3: 652). Before the students started the course they all responded to the self-report questionnaire concerning their goals. (RS 25: 127)
After every group task the students answered the task-specific questionnaire. (RS 25: 127)
After the students finished the task, they filled out the task-specific questionnaire which reflected their personal interpretations of the group work.
(RS 25: 128)
The examples do not constitute part of the findings as they merely indicate the extent to which the rating done on the learners' responses was in accordance with an acceptable procedure. It is therefore a way of justifying the procedure for rating the learners' responses. The step is therefore characterised not merely by procedural verbs in the past tense, but also phrases denoting acceptability and prudent consideration (e.g., 'resolved disagreement', 're-examined', etc.).
Step 3: Recounting Data Analysis Procedure/s Data analysis procedures are usually mentioned when linguistic research papers involve a group of subjects particularly in (i) quantitative studies involving more than 30 subjects, or (ii) qualitative studies involving not more than 20 subjects. 'Recounting data analysis procedure/s', as a procedural step, are the most prevalent in both corpora. In the Results sections of linguistic research articles, as 53.3% (8/15) of the linguistic Results sections include it whereas 40% (6/15) of the educational Results sections incorporate this step.
In terms of frequencies, 64.7% (33/51) of the occurrences of this step are found in the linguistic Results sections whereas merely 35.3% (18/51) of them appear in the educational corpus. The p-value for the inter-disciplinary comparison of occurrences for Step 3 (using the Mann-Whitney Utest) is 0.300, thus indicating that there is no significant difference between linguistic and educational researchers in terms of the likelihood to recount data analysis procedures in their Results sections. On the whole, even though 46.7% (i.e., 14/30) of the Results sections in the two corpora incorporate 'recounting data analysis procedure/s', a vast majority (50/51) of the occurrences of this step appear in the quantitative and mixed-method RSs, and merely one occurs in the qualitative RSs. More specifically, 48.5% (i.e., 16/33) and 51.5% (i.e., 17/33) of the occurrences in the linguistic corpus are quantitative and mixed-method RSs, none of qualitative linguistic RSs contain 'recounting data analysis procedure/s' (see Table 4 ). Using the Mann-Whitney U-test, the p-values of 0.007 and 0.181 obtained for the linguistic RSs and educational RSs respectively (see Table 6 ) have shown that there is a significant quantitative-qualitative difference in the linguistic RSs but not in the educational RSs. Overall, when the two disciplines are considered as a whole, the p-value of 0.003 shows that a significant quantitative-qualitative difference exists in the occurrences of step 3 in both disciplines.
When all the three types of research procedures are considered, the p-value obtained for linguistic RSs and educational RSs are 0.006 and 0.198 respectively (see Table 6 ), thus showing that a significant inter-procedural difference exists in the linguistic corpus but not in the educational corpus. When both linguistic and educational RSs are considered as a whole, the asymptotic value is 0.001 (see Table 6 ), thus showing that inter-procedural difference for both corpora is significant. This step is characterized by noun phrases which refer directly to the names of analysis procedures (e.g., 'coding', 'ANOVA', 'regression analysis', 'correlation analysis', etc.) which show how the data were analysed to provide more detailed information, such as the significance of differences in the contribution of certain variables as exemplified below:
16.
Coding involved reading and rereading the protocols and identifying in an inductive manner the kind of inferencing strategies and knowledge sources used. (RS 3: 655).
17. An ANOVA conducted on the means of success for strategies and a two-way chi-square test conducted on the strategy types and their proportion of success revealed a statistically significant difference in the contribution of different strategies -ANOVA: F(6, 464) = 8.85, p < .001; 2 = 51.10, df = 12, p, .001. (RS 3: 660).
18.
The Regression Analysis is a statistical technique for evaluating the joint and separate influences the independent variable(s) (IV) has on the dependent variables (DV). The value given, the ''Coefficient of Determination'' or ''R square'' (R2), indicates the importance the corresponding IVs have in determining the predicted value of the DV. An ''Enter Method of Regression'' analysis is carried out in which all the explanatory variables are entered to be analysed. (RS 10: 170).
As shown above, salient features of step 3 are related to the use of (i) procedural verbs pertaining to execution/implementation (e.g., 'conducted', 'is carried out', 'was performed', etc.), and (ii) investigative procedural verbs (e.g., 'identifying', 'evaluating', 'determining', etc.). Other more distinct investigative procedural verbs are exemplified below:
19.
The correlation analysis investigates the nature and strength of the relationship among the variables. The main difference between the two analyses is that correlation analysis analyses the variables in pairs, whereas regression analysis does it in groups.
(RS10: 173)*.
20.
Prior to comparing children with regard to parents and teachers' evaluations, correlation analyses examined the relations between parents' evaluation of children's temperamental characteristics and of children's socioemotional adjustment... (RS 21: 223)*.
21.
In order to examine the impact of perceived parental support on socioemotional adjustment of children, they were classified in one of the two following groups:.. (RS 18: 161)*.
The aforementioned instances illustrate that investigative procedural verbs (e.g., 'investigates', 'examined', 'analyses', 'examined', 'were classified', etc.) are often used in collocation with nouns denoting variable association (e.g., 'relationship', 'relations', 'impact', etc.). These lexemes are used to signal the accomplishment of analysis procedures that study connections between different variables.
The aforementioned procedural verbs, however, are prominent in the subject-predicator-adverbial structures as shown in Tables 8 and 9 . In a sentence containing the subject-predicator-adverbial/s (SPA) structure that delineates a data analysis procedure, the passive procedural verb is usually (i) preceded by a noun phrase denoting a data analysis procedure, instrument or a set of processed data, and (ii) ensued by a purpose adjunct in the form of a infinitive clause (as shown in Table 8 ) or a means adjunct indicating how the Tables 6-15 The mean scores of the items from the self-confidence, general and sex bias scales, together with the ratings from the comparison of own computing ability with male and female peers, were examined using 2 x 2 (gender x age group) ANOVAs (RS 18: 161)*
The data for teachers' evaluation of children's socioemotional adjustment presented in Table 5 were analyzed following the same procedure as for parents. (RS 21: 225)* In this study the students' motivational goals and regulation of motivation was studied both from an individual student's perspective as well as that of a group of students in socially shared grouplearning tasks.(RS 25: 127)* data were analysed (see Table 9 ). Closely related to the SPA structure is another prevalent pattern for recounting data analysis procedures as illustrated in Table 10 (with the ASPA) in which the means adjunct also appears in the sentence-final adverbial, the only main difference being that the sentence-initial adverbial usually consists of a purpose adjunct or prepositional phrase.
A more recognizable feature that distinctly differentiates step 3 from other communicative categories in the Results sections has to do with the use of time-relationship adjuncts (e.g., 'first', 'third', 'then', etc.) as shown below:
22.
To determine the relationship between successful inferencing and the strategies and knowledge sources used, I first calculated the percentage of successful, partially successful, and unsuccessful inferences for each strategy type and knowledge source. I then calculated a mean of success for each strategy type and knowledge source… (RS 3: 657-658).
23.
The interviews were recorded, transcribed in note form, and then analysed through multiple listenings, coding, and the construction of a matrix to facilitate direct comparison of learners' comments to each other and to themselves at the three different points in time. (RS 5: 767)*.
24.
Finally, we examined whether there were changes in each of the 15 questionnaire item responses. (RS 28: 270)*.
These time-relationship adjuncts are generally used to clearly distinguish the stages involved in analysing the data.
Another language mechanism that clearly indicates the stages has to do with the use of ordinal adjectives (e.g., 'the first', 'the second', etc.) as exemplified below:
25.
The first series encompassed children's self-rated variables; the second encompassed children's temperamental characteristics as reported by parents whereas four series examined children's socioemotional variables as evaluated by parents and by teachers. (RS 21: 221)*.
26.
The examination of parents' evaluation of children's socioemotional adjustment involved two multivariate analysis: the first combined withdrawal, insecurity and perfectionism (which refer to internal dimensions) and the second combined conduct problems, self-regulation and openness (which refer to more overt behaviors). (RS 21: 224)*.
27.
In the first analysis, the criterion for determining the priority for entering variables in the stepdown analysis was based on ease of observable manifestations… (RS 21: 224)*.
A shown above, these noun phrases containing the ordinal adjectives are usually followed by implicative verbs (e.g., 'encompassed', 'involved', etc.) signaling inclusion or entailment. In all the aforementioned examples involving the use of ordinal adjectives and time-relationship adjuncts, lexemes denoting investigation (e.g., 'calculated', 'analysed', 'breakdowns', 'comparison', 'examination' etc.) often collocate with procedural verbs indicating documentation (e.g., 'recorded', 'transcribed', etc.) in recounting data analysis procedures.
Overall, while a larger portion of the aforementioned procedural verbs are in the past simple (such as 'conducted', 'analysed', 'examined', etc.), a considerable number of them are presented in the present simple (e.g., 'is carried out' and 'analyses' in RS 10). Such an interesting phenomenon in tense usage would become more evident as we examine the following instances:
28.
Newman-Keuls (p<0:05) was used as a post hoc analysis to further examine achievement group effect. 
29.
The data of two groups of four students is presented so that the qualitative analysis of the task-specific questionnaire responses and the analysis of the video data is combined from each of the three collaborative learning tasks. For every three tasks both student group profiles are first constructed from the students' questionnaire answers. The video data analysis is used to give another, process-oriented perspective on group working and collaboration. (RS 25: 128)*.
The instances above indicate that both the present and past tenses can be used in recounting data analysis procedures; nonetheless three important features warrant attention here. First, past tenses are far more prevalent than the present tenses. Second, past tenses are used in linguistic corpus while both the past and present tenses may appear in the educational corpus. Third, despite the presence of both tenses in the linguistic and educational corpora, consistency is always demonstrated in tense usage. This means that when the authors begin using the present tense for recounting the data analysis procedure, the same tense is always used in presenting descriptions with the same communicative function.
Step 4: Justifying Data Analysis Procedure/s 'Justifying data analysis procedure/s' generally occurs only if the Results section also includes 'recounting data analysis procedure/s' (RDAP), but it may appear in the Results sections in cases where RDAP has already been presented in the preceding Method section. It is used to (i) highlight the acceptability of the analysis procedures, and (ii) emphasise that a particular step (such as the step to consider the effect of a certain factor affecting the accuracy of the findings) has been taken to ensure reliability of the result/s. Even though this step can be found in both linguistic and educational research papers, it occurs more frequently in educational research reports.
'Justifying data analysis procedures', as a procedural step, is found in the Results sections of both linguistic end educational research articles, as 26.7% (4/15) of the linguistic Results sections and 33.3% (5/15) of the educational Results sections incorporate the step. In terms of frequencies, 52.9% (9/17) of the occurrences of this step are found in the linguistic Results sections, and likewise, 47.1% (8/17) of them appear in the educational corpus. On the whole, 30% (i.e., 9/30) of the Results sections in the two corpora incorporate 'justifying data analysis procedures', and most (58.8% or 10/17) of the occurrences of this step appear in the quantitative Results sections. More specifically, 100% (i.e., 9/9) of the occurrences in the linguistic corpus have been found in the quantitative and mixed-method Results sections whereas 87.5% (i.e., 7/8) of the occurrences of this step in the educational corpus have been found in the qualitative and quantitative Results sections. The p-values for the interdisciplinary comparison and quantitative-qualitative comparison of the occurrences for Step 4 (using the MannWhitney U-test) in both disciplines are all more than 0.05 (see Table 5 ), thus indicating that there is no significant cross-disciplinary and quantitative-qualitative difference in the occurrences of step 4. This means that educational researchers are almost as likely as applied linguists to incorporate justifications for their data analysis procedures in their Results sections on the whole. Likewise, inter-procedural comparison of the occurrences of step 4 (using the KruskalWallis H-test) has yielded p-values which are all more than than 0.05 (see Table 6 ), thus indicating no significant interprocedural difference in both disciplines as well.
There are some cases in which the justification in step 4 is embedded in the recounting of data analysis procedures in step 3. Instances of such examples are given below:
30.
In order to get a more refined picture of which explanatory variables make the most contribution to the number of Errors, a different type of Regression study, ''Stepwise Multiple Regression'' was carried out. (RS 10: 171)*.
31.
To establish whether the within-group variance justified conducting correlational analyses, measures of skewness and kurtosis for all test scores (Implicit, Explicit, and IELTS total, listening, reading, speaking, and writing) were calculated for the IELTS subsample. (RS 13: 450).
32.
A factor loading cut off of .45 was used for inclusion of a variable for interpretation of a factor (Comrey & Lee, 1992). Using these criteria each item at each time point loaded on to a single factor. (RS 28: 268)*.
The two examples illustrated above indicate that the matrix clause contains the description of data analysis procedure (in step 3) while the justification (in step 4) is provided only in the subordinate clause which is a purpose adjunct in the sentence-initial position. Alternatively, as shown in the example extracted from RS 28 above, a past research methodologist's publication details (i.e. name/s and year of publication) may be cited only in parenthesis in an embedded justification which demonstrates that the analysis is not new or untested, and that its acceptability has been proven in previous research.
In contrast to the embedded justifications above, the following instances show that justifications are provided in the matrix clauses to demonstrate the extent to which the data analysed are acceptable:
33.
I established the reliability of the coding by calculating an intercoder agreement on a sample of 20% of the data, selected from every fifth participant. The intercoder agreement for that 20% of the data was 89%. The second coder and I resolved discrepancies through discussion to achieve 100% agreement.
(RS 3: 655).
34.
The reliabilities (alpha) for the three computer attitude subscales used in the present study were calculated and found to be: self-confidence, 0.65; general, 0.84; sex bias, 0.82. (RS 18: 161).
35.
Consistency of judgment between the two external researchers was obtained by inter-rater reliability, with the index of percentage agreement of presence.
(RS 27: 351)*.
The instances given above indicate that justifications of the data analysis procedures generally focus on the extent to which the degree of agreement or consistency in judgment has been analysed and shown to be convincing. While there is no denying that the reliability is a measure of the extent to which repeated measures of a variable may produce the same result, it needs to be considered as a justification for data analysis procedure rather than data collection procedure. This means that writers' inclusion of reliability coefficients is generally associated with their intention to demonstrate that a proper analysis has been carried out to demonstrate the extent to which the data are trustworthy. In general, if the reliability coefficient is found to be low, the writers would have to collect data all over again till a sufficiently high reliability coefficient is obtained. In other words, reliabilities can be reported only after the data collected have been analysed and shown to be trustworthy and acceptable. As such, even though reliability coefficients are associated with how data were collected or obtained, their inclusion is actually concerned with the author's communicative intention to justify the entire procedure used for analysing the data.
Justification for an analysis procedure is also relatively overt in the following instances:
36.
In this section I was able to build individual portraits of some depth and colour, to complement the broad picture deriving from the survey data. (RS 5: 767)*.
37.
This analysis allows us to find the degree to which various combinations of independent variables (i.e. a model) explain the dependent variable. (RS 10: 171)*.
38.
This solution, then, lends support to the claims that these tests provide relatively separate measures of implicit and explicit knowledge. (RS 13: 448)*.
The examples given above indicate that phrasal combinations signaling capability or compliance (e.g., 'was able to build individual portraits of some depth and colour', 'allows us to find the degree…', 'lends support to the claims…') are often used (prior to noun phrases) to highlight the caution exercised while considering the comprehensibility of the analysis procedure, or the prudence demonstrated in studying the relationships between different variables.
Equally salient is the use of past researchers' views to support one's data analysis procedures as exemplified below:
39.
It is increasingly important that effect size, or The authors may use past researchers' statements to demonstrate the degree to which they have taken note of important aspects that might have been overlooked in other studies, thus justifying the relative superiority of the analysis procedure. A prominent feature of this sub-step is the use of it-clauses indicating centrality (e.g., 'it is increasingly important…', 'it is necessary…', etc.) which is intended to draw readers' attention to a statistical procedure which has been incorporated on the basis past researchers' experience.
In comparison to the instances analysed, a much more overt and prominent structure in step 4 has to do with the use of reason adjuncts (e.g., 'Due to the number of participants in the study', Owing to the nature of the internal modifications contained in the corpus 'In view of the small sample size', etc.) as shown in Table 11 . In order to demonstrate the accountability of their analysis procedure, authors may opt to candidly acknowledge the limitations of their research procedures so as to demonstrate their awareness of some shortcomings, thus augmenting the overall acceptability and trustworthiness of the analysis procedure/s. Table 11 shows that the sentence-initial reason adjunct which is in the form of a prepositional phrase (referring to a limitation) is more often ensued by a negative matrix clause (containing a negative procedural verb in each of the first three instances) to explain why a certain analysis procedure has not been undertaken.
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR THE TEACHING OF ESP
The findings presented above have shown that writers in applied linguistics and education may describe the research conditions by (i) explaining data collection procedure/s, (ii) justifying the data collection procedures, (iii) recounting data analysis procedure/s, and/or (iv) justifying the data analysis procedure/s. Interestingly, 66.7% of the linguistic Results sections incorporate at least one form of procedural steps, but merely 53.3% of the educational Results sections contain procedural step/s. It has also been found that 63.3% of the occurrences of steps 1-4 have been found in the linguistic Owing to the nature of the internal modifications contained in the corpus, (RS 11: 21)* they could not be measured in terms of decreasing and/or increasing mitigating effects.
In view of the small sample size, and large number of variables, statistical analysis of the results is inappropriate. (RS 19: 255) corpus of Results sections while only 36.7% of the procedural steps appear in the educational corpus.
At first glance, applied linguists seem to have a greater tendency to incorporate or reiterate procedural descriptions in the Results sections while educational research reporters seem to avoid describing research conditions in the RSs (even though they might do so in the preceding Method sections). However, a closer look via the Mann-Whitney U-Test has revealed that the inter-disciplinary difference is still not significant in the overall occurrences of the four steps in the Results sections (p= 0.324). This has led us to consider the quantitative-qualitative and inter-procedural differences. As the p-value for the quantitative-qualitative comparisons of linguistic RSs and educational RS are 0.081 and 0.668 respectively, the quantitative-qualitative differences in the occurrences of these four steps are also not significant in both disciplines.
When three types of procedures are compared using the Kruskal-Wallis H-Tests, a significant difference has been recorded for step 3 (p=0.006) in only linguistic RSs, but no significant difference has been recorded for every step in educational RSs. As such, inter-procedural difference is likely to affect the occurrence of step 3 in the linguistic RSs. This also explains why 'recounting data analysis procedures' (step 3) is completely absent in qualitative linguistic RSs which are generally based on data obtained via observations and interviews.
About the same proportions (i.e., 42.9% and 43.9%) of steps 1-4 appear in the quantitative and mixed-method Results sections respectively in the two corpora while only 13.3% of such occurrences occur in the qualitative RSs. Such a finding is further substantiated by the result of the Kruskal-Wallis test (conducted for all steps taken as a whole), which shows that a significant difference exists for steps 1-4 considered as a whole (p=0.017) in only linguistic RSs, but no significant difference exists for all procedural steps in educational RSs. This means that inter-procedural difference is likely to affect the frequencies of procedural steps 1-4 taken as a whole only in the linguistic RSs. This also explains why most linguistic Results sections that are void of procedural steps are papers based on qualitative research procedures.
When occurrences of procedural steps in both corpora are added up and both disciplines are considered as a whole, significant inter-procedural differences have been found only for step 3 (p=0.001) and steps 1-4 (p=0.017). It can therefore be concluded that inter-procedural difference is likely to have a bearing on the frequencies of occurrence of step 3 (i.e., 'recounting data analysis procedures') and steps 1-4, but it is not likely to affect the occurrences of steps 1, 2 and 4 in isolation. This also explains why qualitative RSs in both corpora (taken as a whole) have only one occurrence of step 3 (even though its occurrences are numerous in the other research papers employing other research procedures).
The findings obtained in this study have several important pedagogical implications. First, it is likely that qualitative analysts in applied linguistics normally avoid discussing or reiterating research methods (involving data collection and analysis procedures) in the Results sections (but may opt to do so exclusively in the preceding Method/s sections).
Novice writers of qualitative linguistic research papers may therefore be expected to only avoid such procedural descriptions while reporting their findings in their Results sections.
Second, even though we are aware that step 2 (unlike steps 1, 2 and 4) is rare in both corpora, it is important to consider its pedagogical implications.
Step 2 (i.e., 'justifying data collection procedures') is almost completely absent in the corpus of educational RSs and appears merely in one research report based on mixed-method research procedures. This may be due to the possibility that the educational researchers generally prefer to state and/or justify the procedures for gathering data only in the preceding Method section when necessity arises. In linguistic research papers, even though data collection procedures have been included in 40 percent of the Results sections, it is justified in only two papers (based on qualitative and mixed-method procedures respectively). In all the cases in which justifications of data analysis procedures occur, they are always related to the interpretation of subjects' qualitative data obtained through observations and interviews alone (and not quantitative data). This means that novice writers in both disciplines may, in general, be advised to exclude justifications of data collection procedures in quantitative Results section (even though they may opt to incorporate it in the preceding Method section).
Third, it is important to note that step 3 (i.e., 'recounting data analysis procedures') appears to be the most frequent procedural step (given that it occurs in most of the linguistic RSs and 40% of the educational RAs, and its occurrences are particularly frequent in the quantitative linguistic RSs). This means that even though 'recounting data analysis procedures' has often been regarded as part of the Method section in past research [22, 25] , it actually occurs in most of the linguistic RSs and a considerably large portion of the educational RSs as well. Given the prevalence of step 3 in mixedmethod and quantitative RSs in applied linguistics, ESP teachers may recommend that the novice writers conducting such studies in linguistics consider the possibility of briefly recounting data analysis procedures before presenting their results. Such brief recounts may help readers to (i) distinguish different subsets of the results being reported, and (ii) understand the circumstances under which a particular result has been obtained.
Fourth, the use of step 4 in only certain RSs in both disciplines has shown that justifications of data analysis procedures are on the whole optional (and even completely absent in quantitative linguistic RSs). In fact, such justifications of data analysis procedures (step 4) are brief and may be incorporated by novice writers only when it is necessary to stifle potential criticisms against the validity of the research methods and their related findings.
Aside from the aforementioned findings related to interdisciplinary and inter-procedural comparisons, what also merits attention is an interesting repertoire of linguistic resources that can be used in the preparation of teaching material aimed at enlightening learners on how research methods are described and justified in presenting results. For example, ESP instructors may find it useful to highlight investigative procedural verbs while teaching learners to recount data analysis procedures in the presentation of results, especially as these verbs frequently collocate with nouns denoting fig-ures or values obtained from the whole sample of subjects or documents. Similarly, it is vital for learners to recognize procedural verbs in the past tense, means adjuncts and lexemes indicating transition or development in their attempt to distinguish the descriptions of research conditions from the presentation of results because such linguistic choices collectively constitute a salient feature of both 'relating data collection procedures' and 'recounting data analysis procedures' in the section which is mainly meant for presenting findings.
More specifically, even though certain linguistic features, particularly means adjuncts, may occur in both 'relating data analysis procedures' and 'recounting data collection procedures', learners may still be instructed to distinguish them by referring to the noun phrases they collocate with. For instance, means adjuncts in 'relating data collection procedures' generally collocate with noun phrases indicating items or parts of an instrument itself whereas those related to 'recounting data analysis procedures' co-occur with noun phrases denoting acceptability and reliability of research methods.
With regard to learners who are uncertain over how data collection and/or analysis procedures can be justified, it is recommended that they use a genre-based approach to learning by referring to segments of published texts, especially the Results section. In this section, reason/purpose adjuncts and phrases denoting methodological acceptability are used to demonstrate writers' professional expertise, particularly in taking note of certain possible occurrences that might have inadvertently affected the validity of the results. Another useful list of vocabulary items that learners should be exposed to in a course that comprises the description of research conditions has to do with lexemes with positive connotations in both linguistic and educational research papers.
In brief, the findings obtained in this study have shown that in the preparation of teaching materials aimed at developing novice writers' academic literacy, ESP instructors may first consider the possible differences in the frequencies of the rhetorical steps related to describing research conditions. The relative frequencies of the constituent steps, as discussed above, can indicate the extent to which emphasis needs to be placed on explaining them with reasons and examples. Subsequently, instructors may show learners how these rhetorical categories are similar to or different from one another in terms of the linguistic choices used to accomplish the communicative functions involved.
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APPENDIX 1: JOURNAL ARTICLES INCLUDED IN THE SAMPLE OF LINGUISTIC RESULTS SECTIONS
